. We compared complications between the 2 groups and analysed these to pre-operative parameters (age, sex, maximum K, K1, K2, mean keratometry, corneal pachymetry at the thinnest location, cylinder and spherical equivalent) to determine any statistically significant correlation. Four patients from group 1 developed localised haze of which 2 were associated with an epithelial defect (Fig. 1) . All four had persistent residual scar which led to initial drop of best corrected visual acuity (BCVA) but returned to baseline at six months. There was no statistically significant difference between pre-operative parameters of these patients and the rest of patients in the group. Similarly, there was no statistically significant difference in pre-operative parameters between groups 1 and 2 ( Table 1 ). The depth of the demarcation line also did not show a difference in the two groups.
Accelerated pulsed protocol used in this study was associated with severe localised corneal haze and residual scarring in 19% patients suggesting that it is not as safe as other accelerated protocols. Literature on the safety of this protocol is sparse [3] . Merwald et al. explained that exposure to pulsed UVA, particularly when used over short intervals, was associated with higher tissue damage compared to continuous delivery [4] . The demarcation line was found to be significantly deeper for patients treated with pulsed versus continuous same dose (7.2 J/cm 2 ) accelerated protocol indicating deeper penetration of energy with the former [5] . In a review on the reciprocity rule in photobiology, Schindl et al. have stated that biological tissues respond to electromagnetic radiation with a series of interacting events that render a time-dose relationship unlikely. The effect on the tissue is the cumulative result of the radiation and the agent used for photosensitizing compounded by the tissue response. Hence, the BRL would be applicable to biological tissues only within defined limits [2] . It is likely that the accelerated protocol we used falls outside these limits [1] .
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